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Notes on Head’final Relative Clause Structures
ハ伍chio Wada
O． lntroduction
    This note will consider an Antisymmetric approach to Relative clause structures
and some of its consequences in terms of the probe’goal Agree system of Chomsky’s
（2000，2001） Minimalist syntax． Among other things we wi11 consider the problems of
how the Nominative“ and （］lenitive’Cases are distributed inside prenominal Relative
clauses （so’called ga “no conversion phenomena） and why the scope of negation in the
DP’domain shows radieallY different behaviors fu）m that of the CP’domain．， We will
argue that our system of the prenominal modification structures developed belQw can
shed new light onぬese proble鵬f『om the viewpoin掬of the economy of linguistic
computation．
1． Basic Analysis We Propose
    Kayne’s （1994） Antisymmetry hypothesis assumes the following basic
complementation structure for Relative clauses．
（1） Do ［cp Spec Co lip．．． DP／NP ．．．
The Relative head will be derived via the promotion of DP／NP embedded in IP to the
Spec ef CP． To form a head“final Relative structure，一the residual IP will be further
raised to the Spec of Do． The type of derivation Kayne assumes correctly predicts the
lack of Relative complementizers， and Relative pronouns in languages with head’final
Relative clauses．
    In Chomsky’s （2000，2001） probe’goal Agree system， syntactie operations are
driven by uninterpretable features． ’lhianslating Kayne’s ideas into Chomsky’s
probe’goal Agree system， we wru assume that Co has an uninterpretable Relative
feature （Chomsky’s （2000） P’feature） and an uninterpretable EPP’feature among other
features． We wi11 further assuMe that DP／NP has an interpretable Relative feature
（henceforth R“feature） and some uninterpretable feature， the latter corresponding to
uninterpretable Case’features activating DP／NP in the case of A’movement． Ce probes
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for a matching goa1 in its search domain． Suppose that Co and DP／NP match with
respect to R’feature． Operation Agree deletes respective uninterpretable features of Co
and DP／NP． The EPP’feature of Co is satisfied by attracting DP／NP to the Spec of Ce，
thus creating the Kaynean promotion head of the Relative clause．
    Simpson （2000） argues that Japanese question particles such as ka have the
syntactie status of expletive particles． Essentially adopting his idea， let us assume
that Jqpanese nominalizing particle no is also an expletive particle． Suppose that，
in8tead of DPINP， this nom血alizing expletive particle no is皿erged to Co of the schema
（1）to delete the EPP・fea加re of Co． Cho皿sky’s（2001）syste血ofAgree has the following
requirement：
（2） a must have a complete set of ¢’features to delete uninterpretable features of the
   paired matching element B．
If Chomsky’s th ”complete thesis of Agree is ¢orrect， the nominalizing expletive panicle
gstL inerged to Co deleteS the EPP“feature of Co， voiding the creation of the Kaynean
Relative head in the Spec of CP， but it cannot delete the uninterpretable R’feature of Co，
since expletives typically lack a complete set of probing features （a complete set of
R’features in this case ）． The R’feature of Co then deletes under Agree with DP／NP．
The computation will converge， producing a long distance agreement between Co and
DPINP， which is basically p arallel to the long distance agreement observed in
thereexpletive constructions in English and quirky’subject constructions in lcelandic
（Chomsky （2000， 2001））． We claim that the resulting structure essentially underlies
both headiess and head’ipternal Relatives on the one hand， and pure nominalization
co皿ple血ent clauses on the othe葛as shown below：
（3） a． Headless Relatives
     hp」ohn’ga pro kat“ta］｛c ’no］’wa ringo da
       J．’Nom buy’Pst’Nom”Part“Top apple be
       What John bought was （an） apple．
   b． Head’internal Relatives
     kp John・ga血go℃kat・ta】lc・no｝o（minna－de）tabe・ta
       J，・No血apple・Acc buy・Pst’Nom’Part・Acc everybody eat・Pst
       We all ate apple（s＞ （which） John bought．
   c． Nominalization Complement
     bp John’ga ringo’o kat’te’iru］ ［c ’no］“o mi’ta
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J．’Nom apple’Acc buy－be’Nom’Part’Acc mi’ta
（We） saw John buying apple（s）
    To recapitulate， we propose that given the configuration （1）， （ i ） XP’MergelMove
of DPINP to the Spec of CP derives the headed Relative clause structures， and （ti）
Xo’Merge to Co of nominalizing expletive panicle no produces varieties of non“headed
Relatives and nominalization complement clauses．
    Turning next to the Do“head of the structure （1）， we assume that the Do”head of
the head噂丘nal languages possesses田ultiple specifier positions and the positions aでe
encoded in the EPP’features assoeiated with the Do“head of the relevant languages．
Suppose fiirther that the EPP’feature of Do’head of head’final languages is satisfied by
designated elements such as clausal IPs． Then one of the realizations of the
EPP’feature of the Do’head ’of these languages will be the Kaynean IP’raised structure，
which underlies varieties of prenominal medification structures． The relevant derived
structures will be as fallow 〈irrelevant details are omitted ）：
（4） a． Headed Relatives
      ｛Dp kp ．．． tDptNp．．．］ Do ［cp DPINP Co tip ．．．
   b． Non’headed Relatives （i．e． headless and head’internal Relatives）
      ［Dp kp ．．． DP／NPIpro ．．．］ Do ｛cp Spec ［c no 1 tip ．．．
   c． Nominalization complement elauses
      ［Dp kp ，．．］Do ［cp ［Spec ［c no］tip ．．． ，
    In the following sections we will consider some of the consequences and
ramifications of our analysis of head’final Relative clause struetures proposed above．
2． lmmediate Consequences
    One of the immediate consequences of our proposed analysis of head－final Relative
clauses is the complementary distribution of the Relative head and the nominalizing
expietive Relative particle no． Consider the next paradigm：
（5） a． lop lip John’ga kat’ta ］ （cp ringo Co t1p ．．．
          」．’Nom buy’Pst apple
          （the） apple （which） John bought
   b． lop kp John’ga kat’ta ］ ［cp ［c ’no tip．．．
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       」．’Nom buy’Pst’Nom’Part
        what John bought
c． ｛bp kp John’ga ringo”o kat’ta］ ［cp ［c ’no］ tm ．．．
       J．’Nom apple’Aee buy’Pst’Nom’Part
       〈the） apple （which） John bought
d． “fpp lip John’ga kat’ta ］ ［cp ［c ’no ｝ ringo tip ．．．
        J．’Nom buy’Pst’Nom’Part apple
        （the） apple （which） John bought
e． “fpp lv John’ga kat’ta ］ ｛cp ringo ｛c ’no］ tip ．．．
        」．’Nom buy－Pst apPle Nom’Part
        〈the） apple 〈which） John bought
（5d） is exeluded automatically， given our structure （4） of head’final Relative clauses．
The order of no and the Relative head ringo is simply impossible， since no is necessarily
merged to the im！nediate right of the Spec of CP， the position of the Relative head in our
system， as assumod in （4b）． （5e） is also excluded． The EPP’feature of Co is deleted by
either the XP’MergeXMove of mbgo into the Spec of CP or the Xo’Merge of the p anicle no
to Co’head， so the chance of simultaneous application of XP’Merge／Move and the
Xo’Merge dces not exist in the furst place in our model． Note that Japanese is not a
language with multiple CP“Spec positions， but a language asseciated with multiple
DP’Spec positions， as we assumed above．
    Another iln血ediate predictioll our system makes is related t◎the graded
grammatical facts concerning the dependency which obtains across island barriers
between the DP／NP in IP and the Spec of CP of（1）． Observe the following examples：
（6）a。虚？k）P kP【wh・island kodomo・ga tpre瓢t yorokobu・kadooka 1・o shiri・tai］lcP present Co
   tlP 1 ’Wa
     kore da
                  child’Nom like’whether・Acc know’want present’Top this be
     The present （which） 1’d like to knovv whether （the） child likes is this．
   b． ibp ［ip ［wh－isiand kodomo’ga pro yorokobu’kadooka ］ ’o shiri’tai｝ ［cp ［c ’no］ tip ］ ’wa
     kono present da
                 child’Nom like’whether’Acc know’want’Nom’Part’Tep this
     present be
     What 1’d like to know whether （the） child likes is this present．
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    Recall that in the case of the headed Relative （6a）， we essentiaily adopt Kayne’s
promotion analysis of the Relative head． Thus， to promote to the Spec’position of CP，
the Relative head of presen t of （6a） has to move across the wh”island barrier， ineurring
familiar mild wh’island vio｝ations． On the contrary， our system derives （6b） via the
direct Xo’Merge of no into Co， involving no movement operation： note that we are
assuming that in the case of the headless Relative （6b）， pro is base’generated inside IP
and that semantic construals of pro and the position of nominalizing expletive particle
no invokes no wh’island violation due to their non’movement character （see Wada （in
progress））．
    Third， our claim that varieties of Relative clause structures and nominalization
complement clauses are both derived essentially in the same way will lead us to expect
that they are to share some non’accidental syntactic properties． This expectation is
also fulfilled． Consider the following contrast：
（7） a． lop kp John’ga！no kat’ta ］ ［cp hon Co tip ．．．
          J．’Nom／Gen buy’Pst book
          （the） book （which） John bought
   b． ［Dp ［ip John’galno ki’ta］ ［cp ［c ’no］ tip］ ’o shiranakat’ta
          J．’Nom／Gen come’Pst”Noin‘Part’Acc know’not’Pst
          （We） didn’t know that John came
   c． ibp kp John“ga！“no hon’o kat’ta 1 ［cp mise Ce tip ．．．
          J．’NomlGen book’Acc buy’Pst shop
          （the） shop （where） John bought （a） book
   d． lop bp John’gel＊no hon’o kat’ta ］ ［cp ｛c ’no ］ tip］ ’o shiranakat’ta
          J．‘Nom／Gen book’Acc buytPst’Nom’Part’Acc know’not’Pst
          （We） didn’t know that John bought （a！ book
    In （7a， b）， gn and no attached to the subject John freely akernate， while in 〈7c， d）
the alternation is barred． The apparent generalization seerns to be that the ga’no
alternation is blocked in case that the raised IP contains an object position． This
curious constraint seems to hold both in Relative clause structures and Nominalization
complement structures as shown in the c’盾獅狽窒≠唐?between （7a， b） and （7c， d）． Apart
form the true syntactic nature pf the constraint， which we will examine in the next
section， the parallel grammatical behaviors of Relative clause structures and
Nominalization complement clauses are naturally expected to follow from our uniform




    As we saw in the previous section， ga’Nominative and naGenitive in Japanese
freely alternate whenもhe relevant contai ling clause apPears preno出血ally（i．e． in the
Spec’pQsition of Do in our frameworlO， insofar as the clause lacks an object position．
We repeat （7a） below as （8） for convenience：
（8） fpp be John’galno kat’ta ｝ Ecp．hon Co trp ．．．
       J．’Nom／Gen buy’Pst book
        （the） book （which） John bought ，
    Whaもi3 reaUy puzzling｛here is that only languages with preno血nal modifier
clauses show gn’no eonversion type of phenomena．一 Languages with postnominal
皿Odifier clauses such as English never show the alternatiQn． W6 will show below that
our syste皿we are developing here is to曲ed new light on the nature of the altemation．
    Remember ftom section 1 that in our system the prenominal IP of （8） sits in the
Spec of Do due to IP’raising uiggered by EPP’feature of Do． We will show below a more
articulated structure of （8）：
（9） ［bp llp John’ga／no fv katl ｛i 一一ta］ ］ Do ［cp hon CG tip ．．．
        J，’Nom／Gen buy’Pst book
        （the） book （which） John beught
Suppose that the V・I complex加’・加fUrther raises！皿erge8 to Do to form a syntactic
a皿alga皿ate． H廿aiwa（2000）also hypothesizes a raise！merge of「阿complex， not to Do
but to Co， under completely different assumptions from ours． We wM consider in the
next section why the raiselmerge of this type exists in prenominal modifier langvtages in
the first place． Note that the raise／merge of the V’1 complex to De targets the head of
an extended projection which is non’canenical to the complex category （DP in this case）．
Let us assume that formal syntactic propenies of a functional category get canceled （i．e．
become inert） when the category finds itself in a projection which is not a canonieal
extended projection of the category： for a related idea from the perspective of language
change， see Simpson’s （2eOOb） horizontal grammaticalization． Given Chomsky’s （2001）
assumption that the probe’goal relation is evaluated at the strong phase level after the
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relevant syntactic operations are over， the mechanism of the syntactic property
cancellatiQn proposed here might be considered to prevent the evaluation of the
syntactic relation between the probe V’1 complex kat’ta and the goal John at the stage
of the strong phase DP．
    If our assumptions are tenable， the structure （9） wi11 change ihto （10） ’after the
raiselmerge of the V’1 complex．
（10） IDp kp John’ga／no tv－i］ ［D ［v kat 1 li 一ta ］ Do ］ ［cp hon Co tip ．．，
            」．・No血ノGen buy・Pst book
            〈the） book （which） John bought
Suppose that Do then excorporates （fbom the V’1 complex） to remerge to the higher DP，
deriving the structure （11）：’
（11）Do［Dp［lp John・galno tv・1】【b ［v kat】［卜ta］ tD Hcp ho並Co tlp。．．
          J．’Nom／Gen buy’Pst book
          （the） book （which） John bought
    Do remerges here as a last resort． Recall that we are assuming that the V’I
complex loses its syntactic properties due to the ’raise／merge into the non’canonical
extended projection domain．’ Thus V and 1 lose their Accusative and Nominative
Case’assigning properties respectively． To avoid the problem of backtracking （Chomsky
（2001））， Do now remer’ges as a last resort to a higher Do 一position and checks the
relevant Cases in prenominal IP as shown in （11）． We claim that the’remerged Do of
（11） triggers the no 一version of the ga’no ¢onversion in the prenominal modification
domain． ln the case of postnominal modificatiQns， the raise／merge of V’1 complex and
the excorporation of Do to produce the conversion never happen since the postnominal
mLodi丘er languages lack IP’raising in the first place． Thu8， given比e structure（11）， Do
in prenominal modification languages probes as a Genitive Case assigner into its search
domain DP and checks the Genitive no on John， producing the no 一version of the ga ‘no
converslon．
    Returning now to the question of why the ga’no eonversion oeeurs only when the
prenominal clause laeks an object position， consider the following structure：
（12） Do ［Dp bp John’ga／kno hon’o tv－i］ ID ［v age］ li ’ta l tD］ ［cp hito Co tip ．．，
           J．’NonfGen book’Acc give’Pst person
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（the） person （who） John gave （a） book （to）
The explanation of the paradigm 〈12） is straightforward in our model： for the lower Do
to excorporate and remerge to the higher DP as Genitive Case licenser， the V－1 complex
necessarily has to raiselmerge into a higher non’canonical domain， IQsing the relevant
Accusative’Case assigning property． This is our account of why the Genitive subject is
incornpatible with the Accusative object in prenominal modification structures： that is
to say， the assignment of （henitive Case and the assignment of Accusative Case are
simply incompatible in the prenominal IP’struetures of our model， since Do assigns
Genitive Case only when the V’1 complex loses the formal property of Nominative and
Accusative Case assignment． Note in passing that the multiple Genitive structure
examplified in （13） is properly blocked via the Defective lntervention Constraint （DIC）
of Chomsky （200e， 2eO l）， given our excorporationlremerge analysis of the phenomena．
（13） “Do ［Dp ［rp John’no hon’no tv・i］ lb ｛v age］ fi ’ta］tD］ ［cp hito Co tip ．．．
            J．’Gen book’Gen give－Pst person
             （the） person （who） John gave （a） book （to）
    If the raiselmerge of the V’1 complex to Do is optional as we are assuming
throughout the above diseussion， the gn ’o pattern shown in （14） poses no problem either
（for the nature of the raiselmerge and its optionality， see the next section）：
（14） ［Dp ［ip john’ga hon’o ［v age ］ k－ta］ ］ De ［cp hito Co tip．．．
         」’Nom book’Acc give’Pst person
         （the） person （who） John gave （a） book （to）
When the complex does not raise／merge into Do， it retains the Case’assigning property
of V’1 intact， thus properly checking Accusative and Nominative Cases on the relevant
DPs respectively． Needless to say， this optionality of the raiselmerge of the V’I
complex underlies the phenomena of the ga “no conversion．
    Before turning to the questions of why the raise／merge of the complex exists in the
fust place and why it is optional， we wi11 consider briefly the phenomena of ga’no
conversion in Japanese from compqrative perspectives． Simpson （2000b） says that
modern Korean is essentially a language without genuine Nominative’Genitive
conversion． Observe the following examples：
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（15） a． kp John’il“uy po’n 1 os
      J．’Nom／“Gen see’Adnom clothes
      clothes （which） John saw
    b． hp ecey John’Y“uy sa‘n］chayk
        yesterday J．’NornldeGen buy’adnom book
        （the） book （which） John bought yesterday
When the subject in the prenominal modhier is marked with Genitive Case， the
sentences become grammatically ill・fbrmed in血odern Korean as shown in（15）， Only
Nominative’rnarked subjects are allowed （for apparent Genitive subjects in prenominal
modification domains， see Simpson （2000b））． Assuming that modern Korean has
essentially the same prenominal modification structures as Jap anese， the structure of
（15a） will be as follows：
（16） fop kp John‘il＊uy ［v po l li ¢ ］］ Do ［cp os Co trp ．．．
        」．“Nom／＊（hen see clothes
        clothes （whichl John saw
Suppose that the modern Korean adnominal marker ’n is merged directly to Do and the
direct merge of the adnominal marker into Do makes the raiseノ皿erge of V｛compIex
unnecessary， as we argue in the next section， then the grammatical contrast between
the No血naもive Case and the Gellitive Case of（16）falls in place， The unraised V｛
complex licenses the Nominative Case on John IP’internally， and Do never needs to
resort to the uneconomical excorporation／merge to check the Genitive version of the
Case． This is our account for why modern Korean essentially lacks Genitive’marked
subjects in the prenominal Relative clause structures．
    Turning next to Turkish facts， consider the following example （Kornfilt （2003））：
（17） kp Ali’＊ ¢ lnin gecen gtln （v al ］ ’dig ’i j bu vazo
      A．・tNom／Gen the other day buy－Dlk・3．sg this vase
      this vase （which） Ali bought the other day
In ’ltirkish prenominal modification domains， only Genitive subjects are allowed， as
shown in 〈17）． Under the system we are developing here， the pattern suggests that the
V’1 coinplex obligatorily raise／merges into Do as shown in （18）．
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（18） fop ｛lp Ali” ¢ lnin ge¢en gun tv ］ fo ［v al 1 ・dig ’d ［cp bu vazo Co tip ．．．
        A．’“Noin／Gen the other day buybDik’3．sg this vase
        this vase （whichl Ali bought the other day
Dik is usually referred to as a nominalizer in Turkish syntax． Kural （1992）， however，
argues that D i k is a tense－morpheme． lf his argument is plausible and ’IUrkish lacks
adnominai （nominalizing） morphemes directly merged to Do， the obligatory character of
Turki8h rai8elmerge of the VLI oomplex to Do wi皿f‘）now f『o鵬the principIe of
computation economy， as we show in the next section． The obligatory raise／merge of
the complex necessarily deprives the 1’morpheme of the syntactic property of
Nominative Case assignment due to the raise／merge into the non’eanonical extended
projection as we assu血ed above．
4． Economy Considerations
    In the previous section， we saw that （ i ） in modern Korean prenominal Relatives，
the subject basically appears only in Nominative Case， （ li ） in Turkish the subject shows
o五ly Genitive・marking， and価）Japane8e prenomi血a1：Rela伽es allow both Nominative・
a算dGeni伽e・marked subjects． Wb now argue below that the¢omparative pattern
follows from economy considerations of syntactic computation．
    Kayne’s Antisymmeuic approach to prenominal Relative clauses we adopt here
critieally assumes Do’head， which takes a CP’complement and triggers IP’raising． The
Do’head is， however， assumed unifomily regardless of whether the appearance of the
Do’node is actually motivated in the languages in question． A conspicuous common
syntactic property which Korean， ［furkish， and Japanese share is that they typolQgically
lack the category of anieles． Suppose then that a principle of economy computation
requires the following：
（19） Economy Corrrputation
    A syntactie computation crashes when the compvtation introduces （non’terminal）
    categories which are never associated with （terminal） lexical items throughout the
    computation．
    Given the economy principle （19）， the De’head， which crueially triggers IP’raising
to derive prenominal Relatives in our Kaynean model， cannot remain unassociated with
lexical items all through the syntactic derivation． We claim that the principle of
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economy computation （19） is the critical driving force behind the raiselmerge of V’I
complex to Do of the previous section．
    To review the operation of raise／merge of the previous section from the viewpoints
of the principle （19）， let us consider first modern Korean． We repeat （16） below as （20）：
（20） lop bp John’il“uy ［v po l k“di ］］ Do［os Co tip ．．．
         J．’Nom／’Gen see clothes
         clothes （whichl John saw
Do in modern Korean has to observe the principle （19）． For the computation to
converge succes＄fully， we have two options：（i） the raise／merge G．e． Move） of the V’I
complex to Do， and （ ti 〉 the direct （pure） merge of a lexical item into De． lf other things
are equal， the direct merge wins over the raise／merge （Chomsky （20eO， 2001））． lf
Korean adnominal morpheme 一n is directly merged to Do as we assumed above， the
Case pattern of（20）follows． Do of（20）meets the co且dition（19）via the曲rect merge of
the adno】血中al rロ， and the unraised V」I co血plex reta加s its Case・assigning cap acity，
licensing the Nominative Case on John． Lack of the option of Do’remerge as a last
resort naturally leads to the correct prediction of the basic unacceptability of the
Genitive subject in prenominal Relatives in modern Korean．
    Consider next the Tutrkish case． We reproduce （18） below， slightly modified as
（21）：
（21） ibp lip Ali’＊ di ／nin gecen gtin tv－d ［D ［vall k d i g ］ ’i “Do］ ［cp bu vazo Co tip ．．．
         A。・Nom／Gen the other day buy・Dlk・3．sg this vase
         this vase （which） Ali bought the other day
Dik is an in且ectiona｝mo叩heme representing tense as we saw above（Kural（1992））． If
Turkish， unlike modern Korean， lacks a pure adnominal ．morpheme which is directly
rnerged to Do， the economy condition （19） forces the V’1 complex to raise／merge to Do，
thus explaining the obligatory nature of the raiselmerge of the V’1 complex in Turkish．
The obhgatory raise／merge of the V」I complex，血its turn， accounts」for the contrast in
the Case distribution of ．（21）， in terms of the mechanism of the canceilation of
Case’assigning property in non’canonical extended projection domains as we assumed
in the previous section．
    Finally， we wi11 examine what type of explanation our system developed above can
offer for the question of why Japanese shows Nominative and Genitive alternation in
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prenominal modincation domains in sharp contrast to modern Korean and Turkish，
namely why the relevant raiselmerge of the V’1 complex is optional in Japanese．
Consider the following structure again （same as （9） of the previous section）：
（22）b）p ［ip JQhn・gaた10【v kat ］b 一一ta］ 1 Do｛cp hon Co tip．．．
         J．’Nom／Gen buy’Pst book
         （the） book （whieh） John bought
    Given the structure of （22）， the’ V’1 complex has to raise／merge to Do to satisfy the
economy requirement （19）， if nothing else happens to the structure． Suppose that， in
：node血Japanese，加ηin the Spec of CP can also raise to Do to compete with the
rai8e！田erge of the V」I complex． Let us assume舳rtherもhat the position of the V」I
complex in the prenominal IP and that of hon in the Spec of CP are equidistant from the
attracting Do （for the technical details of our definition of equidistance， see Wada （in
progress））． Then either the V’1 complex or hon can raise／merge to Do to meet the
condition（19）．．If加ηis chose塾to move to Do，七he raise1皿erge of the V」I complex does
not have to oecur． We clai血that this is the reason why the raiselmerge of the V」I
complex is optional in modern Japanese．
    Now a natural question arises why modern Japanese has the curious process of
incorporating the Relative head hon to a higher Do’position as we assumed in the above
discussion． Historieal｝y seen， the Japanese language in its older stages shows
obligat卿adnominal fbrms， which are distinct from conclusive最）rms， in the
configuration of prenominal modification structures shown in （23）．
（23） kp kaze“no kake’taru／“tari ］ shigarami
      wind’Gen build’Pst’Adnom／“Concl railings
      （the） railings （which） （the） wind built
Note that the （henitive subject kaie“no is lieensed by the obligatory presence of the
adnominal form taru． This necessarily means in our framework that the adnominal
V’1 complex kake’taru is obligatorily raiselmerged to Do due to the eondition of （19） in
older stages of the Japanese language．
    Now consider the following nominalization complement clause in the adnominal
form in older Japanese：
（24） bp hito’no u tukai‘kerulkkeri ］ ’o mite
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Person・Ge鍛cormorant use・Pst－Adnomノ＊Conc｝Acc see
seeing people use cormorant（s）
The nGminalizing function of the adnominal form in older Jap anese as exempiified in
（24） is replaced by nanominalization in modern Japanese as shown below：
（25） bp hito’ga u’o tukat’ta ］ ’no “o mite
      Person’Nom cormorant’Acc use’Pst’Nom’Part“Acc see
      seeing people use cormorant（s）
The appearance of the Nominative subject in （25） indicates in our system that the V’I
complex tukat’ta stays in IP and is in conclusive form． Why does the modern Japanese
V’1 complex tuka t’ta of （25） not obligatorily raise／merge to Do as in older Japanese （23）
and （24）？ Recall froni section 1 that we are assuming that modern Japanese
nominnalizing expletive particle no is directly merged to Co to check off the EPP“feature
of Co． As discussed in Wada （in progress）， this no in Co and the V’1 conioplex tukat’ta
in IP are equidistant from Do in the Kaynean structure of prenominal Relative clause
modfication we developed in the previous sections．． If no raiselmerges to Do and
satisfies the economy requirement of（19）， the V’1 complex tukat’ta need not raise／merge
to Do， and the conclusive form of the V’1 complex tukat’ta naturally follows． On the
other hand， if the V’1 complex tukat’ta raise／merges to Do instead of nq the adnominal
pattern resuits as we saw in the previous section （modulo the cancellation of
Case“assigning property of the relevant functional category）． lf our argument thus far
i8 plausible， we call say that the historical development of the nom血ahzing expletive
particle no in Japanese syntax opened up a way for adnominal forms and eonclusive
forms te appear in the same syntactic eonfiguration， i．e． in the prenominal modification
structure in the Kaynean sense as developed above． We claim that this isomorphic
distribution of adnominal forms and conclusive forms in the history of Japanese
1anguage blurred their morphological distinctions and led to the well’known historical
merger of the adnominal form and the cenclusive form as seen in modern Japanese．
    Returning now to the original question of why modern Japanese has the process of
raising a Relative head to Do’position， we say that the optional Relative head
incorporation we assumed in （22） was analogically developed in modern Japanese on
the basis of the historical process of naraising in the nominalization complement clause，
which led to the merger of the adnominal form and the conclusive form in the history of
Japanese syntax． The existence of the optional raising of no in the nominalization
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complement clause and the optional raising of the Relative head in prenominal
Relatives successfully accounts for why modern Japanese shows Nominative and
Genitive alternation in the domain of the prenominal modification structure， in sharp
contrast to皿Odern Korean and Turkish， as we have observed above．
5． Negative Scope
    In this fuial seetion， we will consider what new light our system of prenominal
Relative clause structures developed in the previous sections can shed on the facts of
the scope interpretation of Japanese negative particle nai： We will especially examine
the interaction of scope interpretation between the negative particle nai and Japanese
universal quantifier elements such as zen’in （all）． Obgerve the following data about
the interaction of scopal elements in the domain of prenominal Relative clause
structures：
（26） a． lv （sono party’de） zen’in’ga tabe’nakat’ta ］ ryoori
        that party“Loe all’Nom eat’Neg’Pst food
         （the）food〈whic11）a皿didn’t eat at that party
    a’ all＞ Neg Neg＞ all
    b． bp （sono party’de） zen’in’no tabe’nakat’ta 1 ryoori
          that party’Loc all’Gen eat’Neg’Pst food
          （the） food （which） all didn’t eat at that party
    b’ ＊？all 〉 Neg Neg＞ all
    Almost all the native informants 1 consulted unanimously accepted the ambiguity
in scope interpretation of （26a） as shown in （26a’）， while in the case of （26b）， nearly
two’thirds of them rejected a wide scope interpretation of zen ’in over Neg as recorded in
（26b’）． The seope facts rnust be really surprising if the Genitive subject zen’in’no raises
covertly from IP to a higher DP to check the Genitive Case as Miyagawa （1993） and
others assume． lf that is the case， zell’in’no is completely outside both the c’command
and the m℃o斑mand do血ain of the negative particleη飢鍛dもhe prediction of the scope
interpretation of （26b） wi11 be reversed contrary to the actual facts shown in （26b’）．
    In the system we constructed in the previous sections， the observed scope facts of
（26） will naturally fa11 in place． Recall from the previous sections that we claim that
the V’1 complex tabe’naka t’ta stays in IP in （26a） on the one hand， and raiselmerges to
a higher Do in （26b） on the other， according as the Case’forms of zen’in alternate
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between Nominative and （lenitive， as shown in （27）：
（27） a． ［Dp kp zen’in’ga tabe’nakat’ta ］ Do ［cp ryoori Co tip ．．．
          all’Nom eat’Neg’Pst food
          （the） food （which） all didn’t eat at that party
   b． ［Dp kp zen’in’no tv－i］ ［D ［v－i tabe’nakat’ta ］ Do］ ［cp ryoori Co tip ．．．
          all’Gen eat’Neg”Pst food
          （the） food 〈which） all didn’t eat at that party
Let us assume that the scopal domain of scope’taking elements is their m’command
domain． ln （27a） the universal quantifier zen’in and the．negative particle nai
m’command each other， since， when associated with Nominative subjects， the V’I
complex does not move out’from the raised IP in our system． The mutual m’cemmand
relation between zen ’in and nai then correctly predicts the scopal ambiguity of （26a） as
represented in （26a’）． In contrast， in the case of （27b）， the negative nai raise／merges
along with the V’1 complex to De， escaping from the m’eommand domain of zen ’i ， which，
needless to say， does not move to a higher domain to check the Genitive Case in our
model． Thus the negative na加niquely m・co繊mands zθ四血in（27b）， and the unilateral
scope of negative nai over zen’in as reported in （26b’） correctly follows in our model，
contrary to Miyagawa 〈1993） and others．
    One final puzzle which remains is why the scope interaction in the CP domain
shows no scopal ambiguity as shown in the following example （28）， as opposed to the
clear scop al ambiguity of （26a） in the DP domain we observed above：
（28） zen’in’ga sono ryoori’o tabe－nakat’ta
    all’Nom that food’Acc eat’Neg’Pst
    All didn’t eat that food
Miyagawa （2001） says that the sentence of （28） has only one scopal relationship where
the negative particle nai is interpreted inside the scope of the universal zen’in． All the
native informants 1 consulted also accepted Miyagawa’s scopal judgment of the example
（28）．If the notion of the In℃ommand domain is a co皿ect characterization of scop al
domains of scope’taking elements as we assqmed above， why does the sentence （28） not
show mutual scopal relations between the universal zen ’in and the negative particle nai，
since they apparently m’command each other in （28）？
    ’lb attaek the problem， let us examine what clues our Antisymmetric approach to
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prenominal Relative clause structures has to offer． One of the most salient structural
differences between the sentences （26al and （28） under our theory of prenominal
modification structures is that， in the former case， IP is immediately contained in the
strong phase of DP due to the Kaynean IP’raising， while in the latter IP is immediately
contained in the strong phase of CP． CP strong p hases are assumed to differ from DP
strong phases in that the former contains mu1tiple layers of functional categories in the
traditio聰l domain of Co（see Rizzi（1997）， Cinque（1999）and Wiada（1999）among many
others）． Suppose then that the evaluation of the CP phase in the sense of Chomsky
（2000， 2001） is suoeessful if and only if one of the functional heads in the CP’layers is
activated． We assume that functional heads in the CP’layers are activated when they
attract nominal elements via EPP’features from within the IP domain and provide
structures relevant for the LF’interpretation of the CP phase with respect to its clausal
type． We also assume that， in the case of the default activation， the Fin head of the
CP’layers （Rizzi （1997）， Wada （1999）） is activated and is assigned an EPP’feature by’
de塩ult．
    If our assumptions are on the right track， the sentence of （28） will have the
following LF’intembce structure：
（29） ［cp．．． zen’in’ga ．．． ［tp tnen’in sono ryoori’o tabe’nakat’ta ］ ．．．
        All’Nom that ft）od’Acc eat‘Neg’Pst
        All didn’t eat that food
Zen’in’gn of the structure （29） raises into the CP’｝ayers due to the activation
requirement of the CP phase and is erucially outside of the m’command domain of the
negative particle nai at the LF interfaee， where the interpretation of seepe’taking
elements takes place． The structure shown in （29） then correctly predicts the
unilateral seope interpretation of the example of （28）． The structure of （27a）， on the
other hand， retains essentially the same structure at the LF j皿terface， due to the lack of
an immediately higher CP’domain． The universal zen’in’ga and the negative panicle
mai of the structure （27al m’command each other， providing for the ambiguous scopal
interpretation observable in （26a）．
    Note that if our accounts of the lack of scope ambiguity in the examp｝e （28） are
tenable， it wi11 foliow from the above argument that when noMinals other than the
subject zen’m’ “ga raise to the CP domain in the structure of （29）， the examp｝e of （28） is
expected again to show a scopal ambiguity between the univer＄al zen’in’ga and the
negative particie nai The prediction is borne out as we see in the next sentence：
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（30） a． ［cp sono ryoori’ha kp zen’in”ga tryoori tabe’nakat’ta ］ ．．．
        that food’Top all－Nom eat’Neg’Pst
        That food， ail didn’t eat
    a’ all＞Neg Neg＞all
    Before closing this section， we will review some comparative facts about the
interpretation of scope’taking elements in the prenominal modifieation domain．
Consider first the following scope interaction in Turkish：
（31） a． kp butUn gocuklar’in ye’me’dig－i ］ yemek（ler）
        All children’Gen eat“Neg’Dik’3．sg（default） food
        （the） food （whieh） all children didn’t eat
    a’ “all＞Neg Neg＞all
The ’lhrkish sentence （31a） has only a wide scope interpretation of the negative particle
加θover the universal bat伽ραculda∬（Zey五ep Gencer p．c．）． Remember from the
discussions in the previous sections that Turkish is typically a language with the
obligatory raise／merge of the V’1 complex to Do in the domain of prenominal Relative
clause structures． So in the Kaynean model of prenominal modification we developed
above， the structure of （31a） wM be （32） below at the LF interface．
（32） fpp kp butttn cocuklar”in tv－i］ lo ［v ye ］ tseg me ］ k dig ］’i Do ］ ［cp yemek（ler） Co tip ．．．
         All children ’（｝en eat”Neg’Pst food
         （the） food （whichl all children didn’t eat
In the structure of （32）， the universal batan coculdar is asymmetrically mvcbmmanded
by the negative panicle me due to the obligatory raise／merge of the V’1 complex into the
higher Do． lt naturally fQllows from the structure （32） that a wide scope interpretation
of the negative particle加θover the universal bat伽ρocuklar is the only interpretive
option at the LF interface． （The sentence （31a） can have a wide scope interpretation of
bat伽ρocuklar over the negative partide加θwhen the nominal agreelnellt is in the
plural （Ozturk （2004））． For discussion， see Wada （in progress））．
    Finally turning to Korean data， observe the following （33）：
（33） a． Up motun salam’i an’mek’un ］ umsik
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   all people“Nom Neg’eat’Adnom food
   （the） food （which） all didn’t eat
a’ all＞Neg Neg＞all
Modern Korean is basically a language where no raise／merge of the V“1 complex to Do
occurs， as we ＄aw in section 3． The structure relevant for the scope interpretatian of
the sentence （33a） at the LF interface will be （34）：
（34） lop bp motun salam’i bueg an ］ ［v mek］ k¢］］ fo 一un ］ ［cp umsik Co tip．．．
        all people・No血Neg・eat・Adnom food
        （the） food 〈which） ail didn’t eat
The universal motun salam”i and the negative particle an are in a mutual m“command
re｝ation， since Modern Korean does not have the raiselmerge of the V’1 comiex． Our
Kaynean structure （34） then predicts a scopal ambiguity between the two scopal
elements， and the prediction is borne out in this Korean case too． Thus we can
conclude that the comparative facts about scopal interpretation we reviewed here
strongly support our proposed analysis of the head’final Relative clause structure．
5． Conclusion
    In this note， we have proposed au Anti・8ym皿e亡ric apProach to head・働a1 Relative
clause structures under the assumptions of the Minimalist syntax of Chomsky （2000，
2001）． We have shown that the model we developed here can account nicely for some of
the problematie aspects of head’final Relative clauses both on theoretical and empirical
grounds． Among other things， we discussed the phenomena of ga‘no conversion and
scope interaction of scope’taking elements， from the theoretical perspectives of the
economy of linguistic computation． We have also reviewed some of the relevant
grammatical facts df Turkish and Modern Korean from comparative viewpoints． The








5． CP： Complementizer Phrase
6． D： Determiner
7． DP： Determiner Phrase
8． Gen： Genitive
9． 1： lnflection
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